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Acronyms and Abbreviations

CALFED California Bay-Delta Authority

DFG California Department of Fish and Game

DRERIP Delta Regional Ecosystem Restoration Implementation Plan
FR Federal Register

HCP habitat conservation plan

IEP Interagency Ecological Program

NCCPA Natural Community Conservation Act

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service ,

State Water Board California State Water Resources Control Board

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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Chapter 10
Integration of Independent Science in
BDCP Development

10.1 Background and Regulatory Requirements

The BDCP is built upon and reflects the extensive body of scientific investigati dy, and analysis

2008}, recent reports
Delta flow criteria

concerns and recommendations. Many.
recommendations of these other

help inform the developm
Community Conservation_
independent scientifi
input would: incl

2810(b)(5))

L The purpose of this chapter is to describe the role of science in development of the plan up till the present,
Section-3.6, Adaptive Management and Monitoring Program, describes how scientific monitoring, research and
independent review will be incorporated into the implementation of the pPlan over the course of the permit

2 The BDCP Steering Committee, composed of permit applicants, government agency representatives, and other
concerned parties, directed BDCP development from 2006 to 2010.

3. 65 Lod - Ren. }.‘ 1;'{\(&(&}_
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Identify data gaps and uncertainties so that risk factors can be evaluated.*

Recognizing the need for and value of independent science input, a number of steps were taken to
engage independent scientists at several stages of the BDCP planning process; frratly eleping
a-continuingpr s-ofindependent-scientifi i iate-pla wments. Engagement
of independent scientists was managed through a neutral facilitation team established specifically
for this purpose, as described in more detail below. Advice and recommendations from independent
scientists were captured in Independent Science Advisor reports prepared by the advisors and
provided to the Steering Committee-and-laterthe-Permit-Applicants. All advice pfovided by
independent scientists was given serious consideration by the Steering Comt

recommendations were mcorporated into the BDCP. Exawn

hatalal k ni’nfb BT i ratio un ko '

L=

] Advisory Process established in 2002 by
the California Department of Flsh a4 )EG) (2002).5 The Steering Committee also established
a “Science Liaisons”™ group, consisting ’ f the Steering Committee, to work with the
Science Facilitators to engii /
development of the BDC

ons and the Science Facilitators worked together to
tise needed to support pian-Plan development and to

s were developed (see-A Lo : ience-Advisors
lanning guidelines were refined in 2008 when the Science Liaisons
developed a process designed to accommodate different levels or tiers
ope of the input sought. This tiered approach is outlined in AppendixzG,
lvisors Reports (Reed et al. 2002].

quirements of the NCCPA and the policy directives of the Five-Point Policy

, ie Steering Committee directed the facilitators to convene independent scientists
:key stages of the BDCP planning process, enlisting well-recognized experts in ecological
and biological sciences to produce recommendations on a range of relevant topics, including
approaches to conservation planning for aquatic and terrestrial species in the Delta and developing

4_Eigh-& me-Lod 28300bI(53.
5 DEG.-2002 Guidance-fopthely CRIndependent-Scien duis o] ss-at
httpall dfe /3 blicati bl
i e C B :
6 65 Eed R
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Integration of Independent Science in

BDCP Development Chapter 10
1 | adaptive management and monitoring programs (65 FR 35242).7 Six different groups of
2 Independent Science Advisors were convened during the development of the BDCP.
3 Each of the independent science efforts is summarized in Section 10.3, Independent Science Reviews,
4 Feams-including a brief summary of major findings and information regarding how
5 recommendatlons were incorporated into the overall planning process. Repert 255 oy
6 F Foeos rie o £ Qﬂl" ot voszid i @ i (‘} 2 o) 7] jan 414\ ISors
7 Repeorts:
8 The Steering Committee also engaged a-greup-ef-more than 50 scientists in 2
9 draft conservation measure in development at that time using a scientific
10 developed for the Delta Regional Ecosystem Restoration Implementation
11 Partnership 2009). The process for this DRERIP evaluation is described'it
12 Regional FCOSVStem Restamtwn Implementation PlanbRERLE Evaluatlon P e-resulis-of
13
14
15
16
17
18 Delta. Specifically, the group
19 elements of the BDCP+,
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27 he Delta ecosystem depend on both foreseeable changes (e.g., climate change
28 sea-level rise) and unforeseen or rare events (e.g., the consequences of new
29 invasions).
30 The Delta is part of a larger river-estuarine system that is affected by both rivers and tides. The
31 Delta also is influenced by long-distance connections, extending from the headwaters of the
32 Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers into the Pacific Ocean.

*. 655 a2
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Integration of Independent Science in
BDCP Development Chapter 10

The Delta is characterized by substantial spatial and temporal variability, including disturbances
and extreme events that are fundamental characteristics of ecosystem dynamics. The Delta
cannot be managed as a homogeneous system.

Species that use the Delta have evolved life history strategies in response to variable
environmental processes. Species have limited ability to adapt to rapid changes caused by
human activities.

Achieving desired ecosystem outcomes will require more than manipulation of:Delta flow

patterns alone.

ecosystem.

Land use is a key determinant of the spatial distribution and t
contaminants, which in turn can affect habitat quality;’|

Changes in one part of the Delta may have far—reack

Prevention of undesirable ecological respo
undesirable responses after they have oc

Adaptive management is essential to success

Conservation measures to benefit o negative effects on other species.

Data sources, analyses, and m
understood and repeated;

be documented and transparent so they can be

Ecosystem responses
combination of statisti
relationships

nservation measures and the evaluation of those measures. BDCP Geoals and
£ recognize the importance of environmental gradients and the need
hl\! variable system. The conservation strategv focused on developing

on measures that promote A-numberoft b Fiz sed-te elep-a
BEE e Has-individualesnservationm res-and-the
asures-Eor-example Principles-{d)and-Le)}led to-t} rel ntofs £
DCRPe e5ysE o S bieck s-that recoonizet tance-of ro ntal-grad ts.and
the peedto provid a-highly variable system.Principles{£) and-{) fortst ¢
regional strategies that acknowledge particular natural community characterlstlcs and thatand
idal-regimesas Las-a-foeus-o relOBIRE-CORS FoH-F hat promote broader
geographical range diversity for key species. Similarly-Principles-fn}-and-fo}were-embra 1l
fa-the &l t-of-s Specific modeling tools were developed designed-to predict the outcomes of
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Integration of Independent Science in
BDCP Development Chapter 10

given actions and combinations of actions as evaluated in the effects analysis (see-Chapter 5, Effects
Analysis).

In addition to general conservation principles, the first group of Independent Science Advisors
provided a number of more specific recommendations regarding the plan-Plan scope, ecosystem
dynamics, analytical methods, and adaptive management and monitoring. With regard to the scope
of the planPlan, additional advice was sought regarding geographic scope, and additional species
were added to the covered species list, as recommended by the Scientific Advisors,

Sensitivity analyses were conducted, as recommended by the Scientific Advisg examine the

arise from sea level rise, subsidence, climate change~-induced alterati
human activities, and other processes over the timeframe of Plan impl
ecosystem dynamlcs the BDCP was designed spec1f1cally to Con51der rela

e selected and designed to
ide for environmental gradients

and accommodate sea level rise.

With regard to analytical methods, the Se¢i
to hydrodynamic modeling, includi

hat accurately reproduce tidal flows in the
ion, and the use of data that span as broad a range
jle. Several detailed two- and three-dimensional

commiendations related to the development of new planning tools (e.g., hydrodynamic,
), species models) were not deemed practical because they could not be developed to a

L within the timeframe of Plan development. These planning tools, however, could be
designed during Plan implementation to inform development and implementation of specific actions
in fulfillment of the conservation measures. The BDCP adaptive management program (Section

3. 2Adaptive-6, Adaptive Management and Monitoring Program) calls for the development and use of
such models.
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Integration of Independent Science in
BDCP Development Chapter 10

10.3.2 Independent Science Advisors for
Non-Aaquatic Resources

A second group of Science Advisors convened in September 2008 to consider approaches to
planning for the conservation of non-aquatic resources in the Plan Area. The group provided
recommendations to the Steering Committee on various issues;iretuding:,

Non-aquatic species to be considered for regulatory coverage under the BDCP

Terrestrial natural communities that should be addressed under the BDCP

Additional sources of information to be developed to support the
of the BDCP.

 suggestions regarding potential
specifi sugg‘éétions regarding proposed
g he refinement of the conservation
ested in considering the selection, design,
ellewdngare listed below.

potential covered species additions and deletian
planning species. The Scientific Advisors also offer

king from ecosystem to community to species-
level considerations.
communities in isolati ithout:considering their relationships with other species and

reas to achieve mosaics of community types within areas large
ea-dependent covered (or planning) species and desired

support rare communities or species. For example, small areas of seasonal wetlands, inland
dunes, or alkali flats support disproportionate numbers of imperiled species.

Seek to preserve and enhance natural heterogeneity in elevation, water depth, flooding
frequency, nutrient conditions, vegetation types, and adjacency of different habitat types within
and among the conserved, restored, or maintained habitat mosaics.
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Integration of Independent Science in
BDCP Development Chapter 10

Enhance and preserve habitat connectivity where possible to maximize potential for natural
range shifts, population expansions, escape from disturbance events (fires, floods), and
maintenance of ecological processes, and to avoid isolating small populations of those species
having limited dispersal abilities.

Strive to create self-sustaining systems, but recognize that some communities and species may
need active or perpetual management. For example, some invasive, nonnative species may
require prolonged control efforts to sustain covered species or communities that they adversely
affect.

conditions, vegetation types, and adjace
Scientific Advisors. '

10.3.3

I ¥l lonm.an
£
ool t heainning
-+ 7
dantive. mon atolon
P ¢ + +

e Aéﬁisors met in December 2008 and provided input on approaches to the
ive management plan and decision-making process for the BDCP, informed

The Scientific Advisors recommended adoption of an Zadaptive management framework,= and
offered eight principles for adaptive management-as-follows.;,

The scope and degree of reversibility of each proposed action (i.e., conservation measure)
determines the form of adaptive management that can be applied (e.g., “active” or experimental
adaptive management versus “passive” adaptive management).
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Integration of Independent Science in
BDCP Development Chapter 10

The knowledge base about the ecosystem is key to decisions about what to do and what to
monitor, and includes all relevant information, not just that derived from monitoring and
analysis within the context of the BDCP.

Program goals should relate directly to the problems being addressed and provide the intent
behind the conservation measures; objectives should correspond to measurable, predicted
outcomes.

Models should be used to formalize the knowledge base, develop expectations:of future
conditions and conservation outcomes that can be tested by monitoring and analysis, assess the

measures, and must be integrated with an explicitly funded progra
data.

measures.

A dedicated, highly skilled agent (person, tea
monitoring and technical studies and make r
regarding programmatic changes.

A number of the principles above
programMeniteringand-A {
Monitoring}, including th
explicitly funded monitoril
arrangements to establish feedback

corporated into the proposed BDCP

teering Committee undertook a rigorous process to incorporate new and
to evaluate a wide variety of issues and approaches as it formulated a

In October 2008, the Steering Committee developed early drafts of BDCP conservation measures
related to water operations, habitat restoration, and other stressors. The DRERIP evaluation process
was used to evaluate these draft conservation measures. The DRERIP process was developed
specifically to aid in planning and decision making regarding potential ecosystem restoration projects
in the Delta. The process entails engaging teams of experts to work through a structured, step-by-step
examination of the scientific efficacy of proposed restoration actions by analyzing both potential
positive and negative outcomes that might result from a given action.
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Integration of Independent Science in
BDCP Development Chapter 10

To conduct the DRERIP evaluations, the Steering Committee engaged 52 technical experts
assembled into five teams to address related groupings of conservation measures. The DRERIP
technical team meetings were limited to specific technical experts trained in the DRERIP evaluation
process. The teams conducted DRERIP evaluations during-from January-through April 2009 on 32
draft conservation measures that could be evaluated using the process. The evaluations were
conducted using a series of peer-reviewed DRERIP ecosystem and species conceptual models
developed specifically for the Delta and additional relevant sources of information (e.g., published
literature, recently collected data). The conceptual models describe much of the cutrent scientific
understanding regarding how the Delta ecosystem works and were desig
foundation-fo aluation-ps sused as part of the evaluation (Essex P

A r;yf' ofthe BDCRDRERIP al

PEDRID Eoaluiati 1]

consegvation measures under the
 Synthesis Team, composed of

sed to'inform development of the effectiveness monitoring for
3.6, Adaptive Menitoring-and-R rchManagement and

Monitoring Progra
surrounding:l

conservation measures to improve their performance over time through
gement decision-making process (Section 3.6, Adaptive Management and

Fior Ll 333 ) 1. L m)
0 T ' 2 FbtEE 4 (S e N

The Delta Science Program provided assistance in assembling a fourth group of independent-Science
Advisors in February—-and March 2010 and a fifth group in July~and August 2010 to evaluate and
provide recommendations on the logic chain planning structure. The logic chain was proposed as a
framework to link recovery goals for covered fish species with BDCP goals, objectives, conservation
measures, monitoring, and adaptive management. Two science reports on the logic chain were
prepared.
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Integration of Independent Science in

BDCP Development Chapter 10
In the first report, dated March 19, 2010 (Delta Science Program 2010ajA dix-G4Bay-Delta
= eI atio Dlﬂhk h@l L D‘ g o) i bo “F ol A l'm"’ /}‘ b T B . ¥3)
SEHeREe-Advisors xts}, the group of Science Advisors initially assessed the value of the logic chain

as a tool, its internal consistency, and next steps for input of information into the logic chain. The
group stated that the logic chain was a useful tool for clearly articulating and linking goals,
objectives, actions, and cutcomes but recommended an alternate approach, as follows.-te+

Clarify the links in the chain and reduce areas of ambiguity.

Distinguish between order-of-magnitude approximations of goals and obj s that are

acceptable in early planning and the more detailed descriptions develop

As next steps, the group recommended develo
recovery goal development to responsible reg
BDCP biological goals and objectives;, and conven

0Ty agenc s;-; f sing on development of the
workshop to develop monitoring metrics. In

 two examples; and the lessons learned
econd independent logic chain review.

In the second report, dated Au
o & ] D y Dalr

Science Program 2010b)Appendix-Gb-Bay-Del
k ol Cora ) 54 \" 14 n[' "é—ggf hoin?

" rts}, the group assessed the two populated logic chains
to evaluate inter ic, measurability, and linkages and consistency in approach. The group also

y s +

ors that are outside of BDCP management.

DCP objectives on measures of individual and population-level performance, such as
pecific estimates of growth and survivorship, quantitative estimates of abundance, and
quantitative measures of movement and/or distribution.

Take care in populating the compliance and performance monitoring actions and consider three
monitoring levels separately, the global goal, the “covered activity” level, and compliance.

Link implementation of conservation measures, through monitoring and evaluation, to the
adaptive management program.
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Integration of Independent Science in
BDCP Development Chapter 10

In response to the recommendations from the second logic chain review, the Steering Committee
directed staff to complete logic chains for all BDCP covered fish species in accordance with the
guidance provided by the review panel. Draft logic chains were completed in October 2010, and a
technical workshop was organized, as recommended by the review panel, to review and refine the
drafts.

10.3.6  Independent Science Advisors for Aquatic Resources

The Independent Science Advisors were next convened in 2011 to refine bioclo
objectives for covered fish species. The Science Advisors first issued a summn:
al. 2011 -neh suad-in-denendin b Bap-elta Conseryation gy Sl

nBDCE I d-Obiectivesforfo d Eigl iesln nden

¥
&4 = v = b P

determinedrwith the following determinations.

The goals and objectives already articulated as part of the BD
provide a good starting point for further refinement.

:«;;,whole is essential.

sss some of the stressors for a few of the listed species (e.g.
and developing objectives for these may be dependent on

The Science Advisors initially recommended specific objectives for three species: winter-run
Chinook salmon, Sacramento splittail, and delta smelt, followed by recommendations for the
remaining fish species.

| Note to readerBeviewers: this process is currently underway. This text will be modified to describe
outcomes more cleqrly once the process has been completed ]
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10.3.7 Independent Science Advisors Review of Effects
Analysis Conceptual Foundation and Analytical
Framework

[Note to Reviewers: Al this wriling, the Sclence Advisors are continuing to support BOCE developient
and there s also an ongoing review of the heflects Aanalysis being prepared by the Delta Science Panel

Thissection will be updated and other sections potentially added, as the documen: nears public
release

met to review the first two appendices supporting the analysis, Appendix ¥
Foundation and Analytical Framework, and Appendix %5.B, Entrair G
panel was convened to review the remaining technical appendice
drafts of the conclusions.

[ 172 73 yots B i it ing—t PoI2al oW V2 kP31

Conservation Plan Science Advisors Draft
ered Fish Species. Available:

Review.of the “Logic Chain” Approach. August 23. Available:
http: //www.essexpartnership.com/wp-
content/uploads/2010/10/Logic Chain review August 2010 KB-revised-090710.pdf

Essex Partnership. 2009. DRERIP Evaluations of BDCP Draft Conservation Measures, Summar
rReport. Available:
<http://science.calwater.ca.gov/pdf/workshops/workshop eco 052209 BDCP-
DRERIP Summary with Appendicesl.pdf>. Accessed: December 9, 2011,
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Bay Delta Conservation Plan
Review Document Comment Form

Document: Chapter 10: Integration of Independent Science

Name: Federal Agencies (NMFS)

Affiliation: NMFS
Date: 1/6/12

Comment Page #
#

Section

Line #

Comment

Disposition

1 Entire
Document

This is a good history of how outside science advisers have participated in
BDCP to this point.

No text changes.

2 Entire
Document

The document fails to provide details on which recommendations were
accepted and which were rejected, and why.

No recommendations were
willfully rejected, although
the relative importance of
the various
recommendations has
varied as the analysis has
developed. This is a
continuing process.

3 Entire
Document

The document fails to provide a plan for how BDCP will continue to integrate
independent science in BDCP over the next 50+ years.

This is not an objective of
this chapter. Incorporation
of science into BDCP
implementation is
addressed in the adaptive
management plan, Section
3.6.
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Document:

Bay Delta Conservation Plan

Document Review Comment Form

BDCP CHAPTER 10: INTEGRATION OF INDEPENDENT SCIENCE IN BDCP

Name: Combined State Comments Affiliation: DFG, DWR, PWA
Date: _10/19/2011

No. | Page #

Section #

Line #

Comment

Disposition

General comment: With the exception of the DRERIP
section (10.3.4), this chapter does not adequately
discuss how the Independent Science Advisors’
recommendations were included into the BDCP nor does
it address the concerns raised in the report. More
discussion is needed regarding science panel
recommendations that were and were not addressed.

See responses fo following comments, and
text revisions.

2 10-1

10.1

13-16

The concerns and recommendations provided in the
National Research Council reviews should be included in
this chapter. In what way was the BDCP informed by
these reviews? How were the concerns addressed? How
and where were the recommendations incorporated into
the BDCP?

The NRC reviews were third-party reviews
not commissioned as part of the BDCP
process. Therefore they are cited in the
chapter but not discussed in detail; they are
readily available online to interested
readers. It is not practical to discuss all the
ways that the NRC reviews were
incorporated to the BDCP. They were not
incorporated by a checklist approach; rather,
the reviews were read and discussed by
principal BDCP authors and the suggestions
made there, like other independent science
suggestions, were considered when
developing revisions to the description of
existing conditions, the analytical
methodology, the conservation strategy, and
the adaptive management and monitoring
provisions.

ED_000733_DD_NSF_00047384-00017



3 10-1 10.1 29-30 Delete phrase “eventually developing a continuing Changes made.
process of independent scientific review of appropriate
plan documents.” Regular and ongoing involvement of
IS occurred but this was not a continuing process.
Suggest saying ‘regular and ongoing science...’
4 10-1 10.1 34 Delete “later the Permit Applicants.” Changes made.
5 10-2 101 1-2 Delete “the Permit Applicants.” Changes made.
6 10-2 10.1 4-5 It is unclear whether the recommendations that were not | The recommendations and their disposition
discussed were incorporated into the BDCP or not. are treated in subsequent sections of the
chapter. However, none of the
recommendations were explicitly rejected,
although the feasibility and extent of
implementation varied.
7 10-2 10.1 4-5 Delete last sentence that reads “Examples of Changes made.
recommendations that were not incorporated into the
BDCP and rationale for those decisions are provided in
this chapter.” This was not done consistently in the
subsections for each of the IS reports. It also was not
done in a comprehensive fashion in the subsections
were there was some discussion of the IS
recommendations that were not adopted. Delete for
consistency.
8 10-2 10-2 8 Delete the phrase “Permit Applicants.” and restructure Changes made.
sentence
9 10-3 10.3.1 7 Delete the phrase “advise the Steering Committee” and Changes made.
insert “provided advice”
10 10-3 10.3.1 13 A colon should punctuate the sentence before the list, Changes made.
not a period.
11 10-4 10.3.1 13-22 This section is inconsistent with parallel paragraphs See text revisions.

under other IS subsections. Suggest revising to provide
a more general description on how the IS
recommendations were considered/incorporated.
Example text: “A number of the above principles were
used to develop and refine the BDCP conservation
strategy as well as individual conservation measures
and the evaluation of those measures. BDCP Goals and

ED_000733_DD_NSF_00047384-00018



objectives were developed that recognize the
importance of environmental gradients and the need to
provide for a highly variable system. The conservation
strategy focused on developing conservation measures
that promote broader geographical range diversity for
key species and acknowledge regional strategies.”

12 10-5 10.3.2 35 A colon should punctuate the sentence before the list, Changes made.
not a period.
13 10-6 10.3.3 40 There is no longer a note at the beginning of the chapter. | Changes made.
Remove reference to other note.
14 10-7 10.3.3 7 A colon should punctuate the sentence before the list, Changes made.
not a period.
15 10-7 10.3.3 31-34 The Independent Science Advisor Report on Adaptive The adaptive management and monitoring
Management explicitly recommended the adoption of an | framework used in the Plan is presented in
Adaptive Management Framework which they Section 3.6.2.
illustrated. Although this chapter alludes to the inclusion
of some of the report’s findings it does not specifically
address the adoption on the Adaptive Management
Framework proposed, which is illustrated in Chapter 3
Add language to acknowledge this.
16 10-8 10.3.4 18-19 Modify sentence to read “The conceptual models Changes made.
describe much of the current scientific understanding
regarding how the Delta ecosystem works and were
used as part of the evaluation.”
17 10-9 10.3.5 8 & 28 | References to specific Advisors Reports in Appendix G Changes made.
should be more specific. For example, Appendix G-4,
Bay-Delta Conservation Plan Delta Science Program
Panel Review of the “Logic Chain” Approach.
18 10-9 10.3.5 22-24 Semicolons are improperly used in this sentence; Changes made.
replace all with commas.
19 10-9 10.3.5 26-27 Remove all commas in the sentence. Changes made.
20 10-9 to 10.3.5 30-4 The recommendation to separate global goals and The complete text and recommendations of
10-10 objectives from the BDCP goals and objectives and their | the various advisory reports are not included

need for further development should be included. The
need for refinement of the goals and objectives to this
level of detail is described in both the second review of

in this chapter for the sake of brevity. The
actual implementation of those
recommendations can be seen in Section
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the Logic Chain approach and the goals and objectives
for covered fish species as necessary for the
effectiveness of the advisory process, conservation
planning, and Logic Chain use.

3.3 where objectives are segregated per
comment.

21 10-10 10.3.5 5-9 Fact check whether draft logic chains were completed Direction was to complete draft logic chains.

for all covered fishes. See the appendix, “Conceptual Foundation
and Analytical Framework” for details on
how this concept was applied.

22 10-10 10.3.6 13 Appendix G-6, the Advisor review of covered fish No final draft of the report was prepared.
species goals and objectives, has language that states,

“For discussion purposes only. Do not cite without
permission of authors.” Assuming that permission has
been obtained, will this be removed?

23 10-10 10.3.6 13 References to specific Advisors Reports in Appendix G Citation conventions in this chapter are the
should be more specific. For example, Appendix G-4, same as those used in the other chapters of
Bay-Delta Conservation Plan Delta Science Program the BDCP.

Panel Review of the “Logic Chain” Approach.

24 10-10 10.3.6 14-27 Why are three of the original ten Advisor conclusions not | “Missing” conclusions have been reinstated.
included in the discussion?

25 10-10 10.3.6 28-30 Why is there no discussion of the Advisor Subsequent discussions with the Advisors
recommendations for the covered fish species goals and | led to substantial revision of those initial
objectives? Suggest adding the Advisors’ description of | draft goals and objectives, and many further
global goals (See Appendix G-6) revisions occurred as well. It is impractical

and unhelpful to try to document those
changes which, in any event, are ongoing.

26 10-10 10.3.7 36 Capitalize “in.” Changes made.

27 10-11 104 9 References to specific Advisors Reports in Appendix G Citation conventions in this chapter are the

should be more specific. For example, Appendix G-4,
Bay-Delta Conservation Plan Delta Science Program
Panel Review of the “Logic Chain” Approach.

same as those used in the other chapters of
the BDCP.
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